
costs aDd beDcfits of impJemenring IDJD1ber portability. If7 USTA adds. however. that the­
Commission may consider economic. efficiencies .in deu:rminiDg what IUles to
implement. 88

35. Several commemers~ while agreeing that the Commission should take a
leadership role. urge us to leave certain implementation issues to the states. 1I9 USTA
advocates allowing the states to determine their own deployment schedules.9() The
California PUC asserts that the Commission's jurisdiction over number ponabiliry is not
exclusive. and that states must be allowed to implement number portability methods that
are most compatible with local exchange competition in each stare. 91

3. Discussion

36. We believe that Congress has detennined that this Commission should
develop a national number portability policy and bas specif1C3.lly directed us to prescribe
the requirements that all local exchange carriers. both incumbents and others. must meet
to satisfy their StalUlOry obligations 91 Section 2,5l(b)(2) requires LECs "to provide. to
the extent teeJmicaJ.ly feasible., mnnber portability in accordance with the requirements
prescribed by the Commission. "93 Moreover. section 251(e)(1)'s assignment to the
Commission of exclusive jurisdiction over that portion of the NANP that penains to the
United States gives us authority over the implementation of number ponabiliry to the
extent that such implementation will affect the NANP. ')4 Consistent with the role
assigned to the Commission by the 1996 Act. the record developed in this proceeding
overwhelmingly indicates that the Commission should take a leadership role with respect

Ommpoint Funber Comments at 7; Time Wamer Holdings Funber Comments a[ I. 3.

VSTA Further Reply COIIIIIM:II1S at 2-3.

19 California PUC Funber Reply Comments at 2: Florida PSC Comments at 2: Michigan PSC Staff Reply
COmmeRlS at 2; NARUC Reply COIDIDeDlS at 1-2; Ohio PUC Comments at 2; VSTA Further Reply Comments
a[ L 6-7.

Q() VSTA Further ReRly Commcrus at 6-7 (asserting that this IS consistent with section 251(0(2), wbich
allows LEes with less Ulan 2~ of the nation's access lines to petition the sWCS for suspension or moditicanon
of sections 25 1(b) or 251(c».

~1 California PUC Funber Reply COmmeD£S a[ 2.

See 47 U .S.C § 25 1(b)(2), (d).

47 V.S.C § 251(b)(2)

See 47 U.S.c. § 251(e)(l).
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[0 rnlJllber·ponability.9:t We. tberefore. aff&m our CODClusion that we should take a
lc:ada'ship role in dew:fopiDg a national'mmber ponabiIity policy. We further nOle that,
in light of Congress's mandate to us to pn:scribe requirements for number ponability, it
is not necessary to engage in a costIbenefit analysis as to wbetber to adopt ruies that
require LECs to provide number portability in die first insraDce. We may consider
economic and otber factors. however, when dderm.iDing the specific requirements in such
rules.

37. TIle 1996 Act directs this C()IDIIrission to adopt regulations to implemem
number portability, 96 and we believe it is importam that we adopt uniform national ruies
regarding number portability implementation and deploymem to ensure efficient and
consistem use of number portability methods and numbering resources on a nationwide
basis. Implementation of number portability, and its effect on numbering resources, will
have an impact on interstate. as well as local, telecommunications services. Ensuring the
interoperability of networks is essential for deployment of a national number portability
regime. and for the prevention of adverse impacts on the provision of interstate
relecommunieatioDS services or on the use of tbc UlllDbering resource. We believe that
allowing rmmber portability to develop on a st.ate-by-state basis could potentially thwart
the intentions of Congress in mandating a national munber portability policy, and could
retard the development of competition in the provision of telecommunications services.

C. Performance Criteria for Long-Term Number Portability

1. Background

38. In the Notice, we sought comment on what long-tenn number portability
methods would be in the public interest. Specifically. we sought comment on various
number portability proposals offered by different industry participants, including
proposals by AT&T. MCI Metro. StraDlS Computer and US Intelco, and GTE. '¥7 We also
sought commem on the extem to which these proposals would suppan cenain services
that we deemed important. We tentatively concluded that any met:bod should suppan
operator services and emergency services because they are critical to public safety and
are important featUreS of the public switched netWork. lJIlI We also tentatively concluded
that any number portability proposal should efficiemly use telephone numbers. 9'9 In

"5 See. e.g.. GeDera.I Communicanon COllllDe:Dts at 1; Pacific Bell COllllDe:Dts at 9: Texas PUC COllllDe:DfI

at 2; US Airwaves Commelns at I.

~7 U.S.C. § 25l(d)(l).

Notice, 10 FCC Red at 12363-65.

(d. at 12365.
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additimJ. we-dilcDSsectaud sougbfcomnenr:OJrWbicll' of tbree"call processing scenarios
<1£:.., which carrier performs the database query in a database method), or any
al1emative, would best serve the public interest. lOO We sought commem on whether
ceiephooe numbers should be ponable within local calling areas. throughout a panicular
area code, S1JIIe,-wide. regionallY'. DBlionwide. or on some other basis. and how the
geographic scope of ponability would. impact diffeJ:em types of·carriers and their billing
systems. We also asked whether number portability couid be provided nationwide
without significam netWork modifications. 101

2. Po8itioDs of tbe Parties

39. PerfQnp'F critqia Versus selection of architecture. Commenting patties
differ on whetJJcr the Commission should establish performance criteria or guidelines tbat
any number ponability method must meet. or require the implementation of one national
ponability method. Many parties. including severa! state regulatory agencies.' cable
interests. and LEes, favor establWnnenr of broad guidelines and inreroperability criteria
for impJemo'ing· a long-term ponability rnedMci. 102 NYNEX maintains that· tbis approach
wouid encourage'cooperative industry resoiutioDS for a tIUe--number portability method.
and would properly accoum for legitimate state intereSts in the deployment of number
ponability. NYNEX funher claims that guidelines would allow the Commission to
ensure the implementation of compatible methods. with seamless call flows and service
operation, without expending scarce resources by focusing on the detailed implementation
of every method in each region of the country. 103 The California Deparanent of
Consumer Affairs contends that the 1996 Act's pro-competitive policies mandate that the
ponability method adopted be flexible and allow for future innovation. l()4 GTE urges the
Commission to detennine the type of routing information to be employed. but leave
selection of the triggering mechanism to the individual carriers.l()j SBe Communications
assens that section 25l(d)(1) only requires the Commission to outline principles for a

00 Id. at 12365-66. For descriptions of these scenarios. see infra 1 42.

101 Notice, 10 FCC R.ed at 12367,

:02 See. e.g., Cablevision Lightpalh Reply COnmw:n1S at 6; Missouri PSC COllllDeDts at 3; Pacific Bell
COIlllDel1ts at 9. See-also Ericsson COllUDCDts at 3 (asserting that there may be other long-term methods the
COnuI1lSSlon and industry have not yet identified).

03 NYNEX Comments at 15. 17, See also Pacific Ben Comments at 13-14; USTA Comments at 7,

'OC CA Consumer Affairs Funher Reply Comments at 2, 4.

'05 GTE Further Reply Comments at 6; see also Pacific Bell Further Reply Comments at 6.
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long-tenD medIod witbinsix mODdJs of eDaCtmeDt of the 1996 Act. not to adopt a specific
metbod. 106

40. Conversely, some parties conteDd tba1 requiring a single. national method
wowd avoid- the implemeDration of numerous incoDsisteDt aDd iDefficient approaches. and
the need for c.uriers to adapt [0 differeur requiremeurs tn' ditfeIem: states. 107 Jones
Intercable argues that allowing number portability to develop state-by-state would give the
lIlCumbent LECs the oppommity to delay developmeut of loca.t exchange competition. La.

BellSoutb and Nonel argue that a single long-term method is necessary to minimize the
costs of implementation. operation. and maintenam:e: [0 protect billing systems against
problems created by use of differing SS7 parameters: and [0 foster network integrity.·09
PCIA ctaims that a state-regulated market would inhibit development of a nationwide
wireless netWork. 11O ArcbJAirToucb Paging adds that deployment of different ponability
methods wowd adversely impact interstate telecommunications. III Bell Atlantic and PCIA
argue that a national method is more likely to conserve scarce numbering resources. 112

Bell Atlantic furtber clajms. however. that each individual carrier shouJd be allowed the
flexibility to utilize whaever atebita:ture or tedlDology widIin its own netWork best
enables that carrier to implement whatever national method is selected. 113 Moreover.
some panies urge the Commission to select a panicuiar method to be implemer'~

nationWide. ll4 while others advocate allowing the industry to select the specifil ethod. liS

41. Commenting parties suggest numerous performance criteria with •nicb any
long-term number portability method must comply. These include: (1) the ability to

:06 SBC Communications Further Reply Comments at 5; see also USTA FurJ!ler Reply Comments at 5.

l]1 See. e.g., ACTA Comments a[ 6-7: PCIA Comments a[ 8: Telecommumca[ions ReseUers Comments at
!. 14-1.5.

01 Jones lotercable Comments al 2-3: Jones lntercabie Reply Comments al 5: PCIA Comments at 8.

,09 BeUSoutb Comments at 34: Nonel Reply Comments at 2-3.

110 PCIA Comments al 8 0.23.

III ArcbJAirTouch Paging Comments al 8-9.

112 Bell AtlllDtic CO"'''M!IIIs al 10; PClA COIllll1C!lllS II 8.

113 Bell Atlantic Comments at l0-11; Bell Atlantic Further Comments al 2; see also Ameriteeb Further
Comments al 9.

114 See, e.g., AT&T Funher Reply Comments at 7; MCI Ex Pane Letter at 1, from Donald F. Evans. to
Richard Metzger, FCC, CC Docket No. 95-116, ftIed June 19. 1996 (MCI June 19, 1996 Ex Pane Letter).

115 See, e.g., Bell Atlantic Reply Comments at 1-5; BellSouth Comments at 35-36.
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suppon eJDergeDCY services. i. e;, 911 andH"ha~ 911 (E911) 5el"Vices; U6 (2) the ability
to suppon existing netWork ,setVices anrt capIbililies.~~r aDd; directory
services. venica.l and advanced services, cuswm local area signaling services (also known
as "CLASS"), toll free and pay-per-call services. aDd imercept capabilities);ll7
(3) efficieDt use: of DDJDbering resources;118 (4) 00 iDiI:ial cbange of telephoDe numbers;119
(5) no Ieli;yre on DelWork facilllia of, or services provided. by, otber service provideB
(~, iDcnmbem LEes) in order to l'OUlC calls;l20 (6') DO degradatiOD in service quality or
network reliability ~, no signific:am increase in call set-up timc);121 (7) reliaDce on
existing netWOrk intiasuucwre-aJKL fuDctioDalities to die exteDt possible:121 (8) equal
application to bodl incumbents and DCW eDttaDlS~, carriers wtto receive ported
numbers must aisoprovide ponability);12J (9) no propIiewy imI:resrs or licensing fees: l24

i16 See. e.g., Arch/AirTouch Pagmg Reply Commous at 8. 16. Attachment at 12-i3 (911 and E911
services are panicu1arJy critical for wireless nerworics); California PUC CODUlleDts at 9: SENA Reply
Commems at 1-2 (servic:e-provider porability will DOl'ne-"'Fi'y affa:r 1:911 services. bUt location ponabiiiry
wIll); NENA Funbcr COlDIIIt:iilS at 2-3 (1SIemDg'tba1 srDllOly definition of -number ponabiliry" requua·
supportlng emergency services).

11 See, e.g., Bell Atlantic ColtlllJents at 12; Competitive Carriers Comments at 7, :3; GO
Commurncauons Comments at 6.

:11 See, e.g.• California PUC Comments at 9: General Communication ColtlllJents at 4: US West
Comments at 15-19.

119 See, e.g., CCTA Reply Comments at 7-8; GO Commurncatlons Comments at 6; New Yorlc DPS
Comments at 8.

~o See, e.g., AT&T Comments at 15-16: CCTA Reply Comments at 8 (notmg that RTP displaces the
rouung and addressmg preferences of new CDtrams by requmng the use of routmg and addressmg schemes
developed aDd implcmenred by lIlcumbem LEes); Spnm Cornmc:nts at 3, L5-16.

21 See, e.g., AT&T COlDlDCllts at 15-16; Bell At1aIwc COlllllleDts at 12; Telepon COlDI:DeDts at 11.
Cincmnau Bell urges that a method that minimius databa1e quenes would best protect system rehability,
IInpaument of which is prohibited by the 1996 Act. CinciDDatI Bell Further Reply Comments at 2. PacIfic Bell
maintams that reasonable differences lD delay or variation in treaaDeDt between poned and non-ported numbers
are permined by the 1996 Act. Pacific Bell Further Reply COIDIDeDts at 5 (citing StatUlOry definition ot
telecommumcations service~.

122 See. e.g., BellSowh COlDI:DeDts at 24, 34; !TN Comments at 3-4; Mel Comments at 7-8. Cf. ACTA
COlDIDCDts at 11.

123 See, e.g., BellSouth Reply Comments at 17-18; Illinois Commerce Commission Comments at 2;
Omnipoint Reply Comments at 6-8. But see Time Warner Holdings Further Comments at 2 n.3 (asserting that
Commission is authorized to forbear from imposing duty to provide ponability on non-incumbent LECs).

12. See, e.g., Ameritech February 21. 1996 Ex Pane Filing at 8; MCI Comments at 7-8; MFS Comments
at 10-11.

23



(10)~ ability to" IDigraIe toe location aud. service· ponabiJity; 125

and (11) no advae impect in aRU wb!:re' ponability ba DDt been deployed. 126

42. Call processing scenarios. In me Notice. we discussed three call
processing sceuarios. Tbey were: (1) the terminating Ifaccess" provider (TAP) scenario.
under which die d....... query is performed by die terminating access provider (usually
the incumbent LEe. who recovers interstate access charges from inrerexchange carriers
aXes) for tenninating traftie under our existing access charge regime); (2) the
originating service provider (OSP) scenario. UDder which me originating service provider
performs the database query; and (3) the ION miJms 1" (N-l) scenario. under which the
carrier immediau:ty prior to me temrinaring service provider performs the database query
or dip. 127 In addition. !TN suggests a "first-switcb-tbat-can" approach. under which the
fIrst switch that bandies the call and has the capability to do the database dip perfonns the
query. 128

43. Pacific Bell and Bell AtIaDIic recolDlDCDd that carriers should be permitted
to choose a call processing~ to eDIble tbem to impje:menr me QOR triggering
mechanism in addition to LRN. 129 These parties assert that QOR would eliminate
unnecessary database queries. thereby decreasing the number of databases necessary to
provide number portability and the transmission capacity between switches and
databases. 130 In contrast. AT&T argues against allowing carriers (0 choose a call
processing scenario. such as QOR. because doing so would delay deployment of a long­
tenn number portability method and would result in significant network interoperability
issues. 131 MCl opposes implementation of QOR because it forces competitive LECs to

l5 See, e.g., GTE COI1llDl':JUl at 23: ITN Repty COllllDeDts at 2: MCI COllllDCllts a[ 7-8. Cf. USTA
Comments a[ 9-10 (assemng thai eqwpmcm COSIS for 5eI'VlCC ponability wowd redirect c:apnaJ away from
deployment of services aad craie upward presswe on service prices).

126 See. e.g.. ITN Commems a1 3-4.

,27 Notice, 10 FCC Red at 12365-66.

121 1TN Commems at 1; !TN Reply Comments at l. 4.

129 See Bell AdaDlic Ex, Parte Letter at 3. from.Patticia E. Kod1. to William Caton. FCC. CC Docket
No. 95-116. filed May 13. 1996 (Bell Atlantic May 13. 1996 Ex Pane Later); Pacific Bell Fumer Comments
at 3-4.

130 Ben Atlantic May 13. 1996 Ex Pane Letter a1 3; Pacific Bell Funber Comments at 7-8.

131 AT&T Ex Pane Letter a1 3-5. from Betsy J. Brady, to JasOD Karp, FCC. CC Docket No. 95-116. flled
Apr. 24. 1996 (AT&T April 24, 1996 Ex Pane Letter),
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rely on the incumbent LEe's network and results in inefficiem routing. 132 AT&T and
Mel also argue against use of the RTF or QOR triggering mechanisms because they treat
transferred and non-ttansferred numbers differemly, 133 aDd significantly increase po~t-dial
delay and the potential for call blocking. 134

44. Most of the parties that favor tbe Commission's selection of a particular
can processing scenario prefer the N-1 scenario because they believe it allows database
queries to be made at the most efficiem poims in the process of routing telephone calls. l3S
[n contrast. !TN states that use of the N-1 scenario may biDder the evolution from
localized to national IDIDlber portability environmentS. l36 BeUSouth contends that the
Commission need not select a particular scenario because all four triggering mechanisms
(OSP. TAP, N-l. aDd Look-Ahead) could exist simultaDl:OUSiy through engineering and
business arrangemems.137 Citizens Utilities and NCTA oppose the TAP scenario because
it requires routing most cans to the incumbem LEe networks. thus denying tenninating
access charges to competitive providers. 138

~5. R,tn :md billiDf Several LECs. MCI. aud MFS contend that any long­
renn method sbould preserve existing rating and billing systemS to minimize costs and

, impact. 139 Conversely, AT&T and Rorida PSC argue that any long-tenn method should
pennit tlexible rating and billing schemes. 14O Pacific Bell. US West. and BeUSouth also
argue that the Commission must in this proceeding address billing problems. inclUding
issues relating to proper mileage, rating, calling cards. and billing format. 141

'32 \otCI Ex Pane Letter at 2-4. from Donald F. Evans. to Richard Meager. FCC, CC Docket No. 95­
116. filed Apr. 23. 1996 (MCI Apnl 23. 1996 Ex Pane Letten.

33 AT&T Ex Pane Presentation at 11. CC Docket No. 95-116. filed May 22. 1996 (AT&T May 22. 1996
Ex Pane Filing); MCI April 23. 1996 Ex Pane Letter at 3.

J4 AT&T Fun.ber Reply Comments at 6: MCl Funber Reply Commerus at 3-5.

I' See, e.g" Mel Comments at 18; New York DPS Comrncnrs at 9: Time Warner Holdings COlIUDCDt at
i7.

36 [TN Reply Comments at 1. 4.

!37 BeIlSouth Conmw:rus at 26-27.

\31 NCTA COD1llleDts at 10; Citizens Utilities COlIUDCDts at 12. cr. Rorida PSC Comments at 8 (arguing
that the TAP scenario limits the number of earners that have access to the database and reduces implementation
costs by limiting the method to areas where competition is developmg).

139 See. e.g., MCI Comments at 7-8; MFS Comments at 10-11; USTA Comments at 7.

\40 AT&T Comments at 15-16; Florida PSC Comments at 7

141 BellSouth Comments at 24-25; Pacific Bell Comments at 18; US West Comments at 24.
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46. P!:rfnrma1'JliC criteria,versus selection of architecture. We conclude that
establishing perfonnance criteria that a LEe's number portability arcbiteemre must meet
would better serve the public inrerest than choosing a panicular teChnology or specific
architectUre. Fint. we believe that to date there appears to be sufficient momentum. to
deploy compatible methods. if not an ideDbcal rnedlod, nationwide. Every state that has
selected a particular ardJitecture for implememariOD within its stair: boundaries bas
selected the same medIod. LRN, aDd. IIUIDeJ'OUS stares are reponedly following suit. 142

With the exception of some of the iDcumbeDt LEes. most parties that advocate selection
of a parnClI'ar meIbod at this time~ also supporting the LRN method. 143 Under these
circumstaDces. mandating the implememation of a particular number portability
architeetul'e. or mandating that the same ardJitecture be deployed nationwide, appears
unnecessary. Second. such a mandate might acmally delay the implementation of number
portability. We are reluctant, based on the record in this proceeding, to select one of the
proposed long-tenn methods. According to a number of panies. none of the currently
supported methods. induding LRN, bas been tested or described in· suffic:iem detail to
permit the Commission to select the particular~ without further coDSUltation
with the industry. 144 If, however. we were to direct an industry body to recommend a
specific number portability arcbiteemre, it would likely delay the implementation of
number portability that already is underway in several states. and would create significant
uncertainty for those switch vendors currently modifying switch software to accommodate
LRN. Third. dictating implementation of a particular method could foreclose the ability
of carriers to improve on those methods already being deployed or to implement hybrid
(but compatible) methods.

47. We believe that our establishment of criteria for long-term number
portability methods, however. will ensure an appropriate level of national uniformity,
while maintaining flexibility to accommodate innovation and improvement. The
deployment of a uniform number portability architectUre nationwide will be important to
[he efficiem functioning of the public swiu:.b&::d telephone netWork and will reduce the
costs of implementing number portability nationwide by allowing switch vendors to
spread the costs of developmem over more customers. Moreover. a uniform deployment
will allow switch manufacmrers to work toward a single standard. thus avoiding the
situation where differem manufacmrers panition ·the market among different methods.

142 See SUPra 11 21-22.

14J See, e.g.. AmerUech, AT&T. Central Telcpbooe Co. of minois, MCI, MFS. Te1epon. Time Warner
Holdings, and Sprint Joint Ex Pane Lener at 1, to Regina Keeney. FCC, CC Docket No. 95-116. tiled May 8.
1996 (Amentech et al. May 8. 1996 Joint Ex Pane Letter),

144 See GTE Ex Pane Presentation at 2. CC Docket No. 95-116, filed Feb. 7, 1996 (GTE February 7,
1996 Ex Pane Filing); GTE Ex Pane Presentation at 34. CC Docket No. 95-116, filed Mar. 27. 1996 (GTE
March 27, 1996 Ex Pane Filing); Pacific Bell Comments at 15-17; NYNEX Reply Comments at 5.

26 '



48. Pqfmm'f'Ft Criteria. We-thus adopt the following minimum-criteria.
Any long-term number ponability method. including call processing scenarios or
triggering, must:

( I) suppon existing netWork services. featureS. and capabilities:

(2) efficiently use numbering resources~

(3) not require end users to change their telecommunications numbers:

(4) not require telecommunications carriers to rely on databases, other
netWork facilities. or services provided by other telecommunications
carriers in order to route calls to the proper termination point:

(5) not result in unreasonable degradation in service quality or network
reliability when implemented;

(6) not result in any degradation of service quality or netWorK
reliability when customers switch camers:

(7) not result in a carrier having a proprietary interest:

(8) be able to accommodate location and service ponability in the
future; and

(9) have no significant adverse impact outside the areas where number
ponability is deployed.

We discuss each of these performance criteria in tum below.

'+9. First. we require that any long-term method support existing network
services. features, or capabilities, such as emergency services. ClASS features. operator
and directory assisrance services. and intercept capabilities. The 1996 Act requires that
consumers be able to retain their IDJDlbers "without impairment of quality, reliability, or
convenience when switching from ODe telecommunications carrier to another. "14S

Moreover, customers are not likely to switch carriers and retain their telephone numbers
if they are required to forego services and feamres to which they have become
accustomed. Thus. any long-term method that precludes the provision of existing

145 See 47 U.S.c. § 153(30)
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services and featIUeS would place compdiug service providers at a competitive
disadvantage. l~

50. The public interest also requires that service provider portability not impair
r:be provision of IJIetWOI'k capabilities that aR importaDl [0 public safety, such as
emergency services and intercept capabilities. In our proposal to ensure that PBXs and
CMRS providers suppon enhaoced 911 services. we reaffirmed that 911 services enable
telephone users to receive fast response to emergency situations, and that broad
availability of 911 and E911 services best pl'OlllOtl:S "safety of life and property through
the use of wire and radio communication. "141 In addition, the Communications
Assistance for Law Euforcemem Act requires re.tecommuDicatioDS carriers generally [0
proVide capabilities tbat enable secure, reliable. aDd DOn-intrusive law enforcement
interception of call semp information and call conrem so that law enforcement agencies
can intercept and monitor calls when necessary. 141

51. Second, we require that any long-term method efficiently use numbering
resources. Telepnone numbers are the meaDS by wtJicll commercial and residential
consumers gain access to, and reap tile belM:fim of, rile public switched telephone
network. 149 In recent years. the explosive growth of wireless services has caused an
equally dramatic increase in the consumption of telephone numbers. 150 Indeed. in January

146 Moreover. we have found that the provision of some services, such as caller ID and emergency
services. is 10 the public interest. For example, our rules require passage of calling pany informanon because
nallonal aVaIlability of caller ID enables a multitude of services. efficiency gains. and additional cDOlceS for
consumers. See Rwes and Policies Regarding Callg Number ldemiticalion Service - CaBer ID, Repon and
Order and FuItber Nonce of Proposed RuJemaking. 9 FCC Red 1764. 1765-66 (1994), aff'd, Public Util.
Comm'n of California v. FCC, 75 F.3d 1350 (9th Cir. 1996).

.\7 Revision of the CommISSion'S Rules to EDsure CQmpalibilitv with Enhanced 911 Emergency Calling
SVStems, :'>lOllce of Proposed RuJemaking, 9 FCC Red 6170. 6171-72 (1994) fquoung 47 U.S.c. ~ 151).

41 Comnnmicalioaa AasialaDce for Law FJIfoR:aDau Act <CALEA), Pub. L. No. lO3-414. lO8 Stat. 4279
(1994). 47 U.S.C. §t 1001~ UDder CALEA, tile term 'te1ecomnnmicalioua carrier" meaDS a person or
enuty that is enpgat in the transmission or switebing of wire or electronic communicalions as a common
camer. The term includes collllDelCia1 mobile service providers. as well as providers of wire or electronic
communication switebing or mmsmiu lon service if the COIIIIIIission fiDds tbal such service substantially rept.:cs
local teJepboDe excUnF service. The requin:maIrs of CALEA do not exte:Dd to information service provida's
or any class or carqory of teJecotIIIIIUDic:aoas carriers m. tbe Commission exempts by rule.
47 U.S.C. § 1001(8).

149 Numbering Plan Order, 11 FCC Red at 2591.

150 Two out of three new telephone numbers go to wireJess subscribers. see CTIA Ex Pane Letter at 1.
from Roben F. Roche. [0 Mindy Littell, FCC. CC Docket No. 95-116. filed June 3. 1996 fCTIA June 3. 1996
Ex Pane Letter). The tow number of cellular subscribers more than doubled between 1993 and 1995. In
December 1993, there were 16,009.461 cellular subscribers, and, in December 1995, cellular subscribers
totalled 33.785.661. Trends in Telephone Service, Industry Analysis Division. Common Carrier Bureau.
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1995. carriers-began to deploy iDra'cbaDgeable NPA (INPA) codes because- all NPA
codes bad. been exban sred. 151 The aDlicipaled shortage of numbers bas- prompted. several
BOCs to propose- tbe.use of area code-ovaiays.l52 The increased use of overlays and
area code splits bas resulted in both industry and. consumer inconvenience and confusion.
The consumption rare. of NANP resources is likely to accelerate with the emry of new
wirelinc aDd wireless carriers. 153 Thus. we coIM:lude that deploying a long-term number
portability method that rapidly depletes munbering resources would undermine the effons
of the industry, the stares. and the Commission to ensure sufficiem numbering resources.

52. Third, deploymem of a long-tenD method should DOt require customers to
make any telecommunications number cbaDge. The 1996 Act mandates that end users be'
able "to retain . . . existing telecommunications numbers . . . when switching from one
telecommunications carrier to another. "154 Requiring any number change would
contravene this basic requiremem. Congress noted that the ability to switch service
proVIders is only meaningful if customers can retain their telephone numbers. 155

53. Fo~ we-require that any 10Dg.-tmn method ensure that carriers have tbe
ability (0 roure telephone calls aDd provide services to their customers independently from
the networks of other carriers. Requiring carriers (0 rely on the networks of their
competitors in order to route calls can have several undesirable effects. For example.
dependence on the original service provider's network to provide services to a customer
that has switched carriers conuavenes the choice made by that customer to change service
providers. In addition, such dependence creates the potential for call blocking by the
original service provider and may make available to the original service provider
proprietary customer information. Moreover, methods which first route the call through
the original service provider's network in order to determine whether the call is to a
poned number. and then perform a query only if the call is to be ported, would treat
poned numbers differently than non-paned numbers. resulting in poned calls taking
longer to complete than unponed calls. This differential in efficiency would disadvantage
the carrier to whom the call was ported and imparr that carrier's ability to compete

Federal Communications CommissioD. at 63 (May 1996).

:51 Numbenn& Plan Order, 11 FCC Red at 2593. NPA codes. commonly mown as area codes. have
historically been of the fOrmat NOll X. wbere N may be any number from 2 to 9.011 is either 0 or I. and X
may be any number from 0 to 9. INPAs have the fOnDlll NXX. Id.

132 Sec. e.g., Proposed 708 Relief Plan and 630 Numbering Plan Area Code by Ameritech - lllinois,
Declaratory Ruling and Order. 10 FCC Red 4596. 4598 (1995).

IS3 Sec Numbering Plan Order, 11 FCC Red at 2595. 2617, 2629.

\54 47 U .S.C. § 153(30).

ISS H.R. Rep. No. 204, 104lh Cong.. 1st Sess .. pt. L at 72 (1995)
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effectively asm- tbr: original service provider. l 56< rmaUy, dependence on another
carrier's nerwom aJM) reduces die' new service provider's ability to control the routing of
telephone calls to its cusmmets, thus inhibiting its ability to coutrol the costs of such
routing. For these reasons, a long-term rmmber portability method shouJd not require
depeDdency on aDDIbeI carrier's nerworic. We note tbat tbis criterion does not prevent
individual carriers from derenniDiDg among themselves bow to process calls, including a
method by which a carrier voluntarily agrees to use the original service provider's
network. 157

54. We recognize that this criterion will effectively preclude carriers from
implementing QOR. Those carriers that oppose QOR argue that it would treat ported and
non-ported rmmbers dit'feteudy, force reliance on the incumbent LEe's network. increase
post-dial delay aDd the potential for call blocking, result in inefficiem muting, create
significant network interoperability issues, and delay deployment of a long-term. number
portability method. 151 There is little evidence in the record to suppon the claim that
allOWing carriers to implement QOR would result in significant cost savings. Pacific Bell
subtniaai summary figures~ tbat it would save- approximately $14.:2 million per
year assnming tbat 20 percent" of subscribers pan their numbers if it implemented
QOR. 159 These savings. which represent less than 0.2 percent of Pacific Bell's total
annual operating revenues. appear insignificant in relation to the potential economic and
non-economic costs to competitors if QOR is used. According to AT&T. using QOR on
Lucent switches is more cost effective only if less than 12 petcent of subscribers have
paned their numbers. Similarly, AT&T assens that using QOR on Siemens switches is
more cost effective only if less than 23 percent of subscribers have poned their
numbers. 16O In addition. because carriers using QOR may be required to send a QOR
message to another carrier's switch to determine if a customer has transferred the
number. the second carrier must have the ability to recognize and respond to the QOR

56 AT&T April 24. 1996 Ex Pane Letter at 7-8 (increased call completion time on caUs to altemauve
earners' nerworks will likely be mcomaiy perceived as retlccang an r.nfenor quatity of service. and incumbeDt
earners may seek to exploit call complenon differentWs); Mel Apnl 23. 1996 Ex Pane Letter at 1-4 (in
IOterexcbange market. competitors can and Will use "imperceptIble" differences in post dial delay to their
mar.lcetmg advantage,.

IS7 See infra ,. 62.

151 See. e.g., AT&T April 24. 1996 Ex Pane Letter at 3-5; Mel April 23. 1996 Ex Pane Letter at 2-4:
AT&T May 22. 1996 Ex Parte Filing; AT&T Further Reply Comments at 6; Mel Funher Reply Commc:nrs at
3-5.

IS9 Pacific Bell Ex Pane Letter at 7, from Alan F. Ciamporc:ero. to William Caton. FCC. CC DocUt No.
95-116, filed June 6. 1996 (Pacific Bell June 6, 1996 Ex Parte Letter). According to the estittwes submitted by
Pacific Bell. higher levels of penetration would result in lower levels of cost savings.

160 AT&T Ex Parte Presentation at 4, CC Docket No. 95-116. med May 30. 1996 (AT&T May 30, 1996
Ex Parte Filing).
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~ which, also-may increase its costs~ 161 Based on the' record before us, we
concJude tam.~ competitive- beuefilS of' ei&iiing ttmr- calls- are- not rcJUted through the
original carrier's netWOrk outWeigh any cost savings tbat QOR may bring in the
immediate fumre.

55. Fifth. as a general matter, we require tbat the implementation of any long-
term method not unreasonably degrade existing service quality or network reliability.
CODSUIDeIS, both business and residential, rely on die public switched telephone network:
for their livelihood. health and safety. JeopardiziDg the reliability of the network would
stifle business growth and economic development. and endanger individuals' personal
safety and convenience. Consumers, both business and residential, have also come to
expect a certain level of quality and convenieDce in using basic telecommunications
services. We note that this Commission bas repeatedly affirmed its committnent to
maintaining service quality and network reliability. 162 We. therefore, require that any
long-term method of providing number portability not cause any unreasonable degradation
[0 the network: or the quality of existing- services. This requirement extends to
degradation dJaLaffecm carriers operating', aDd. end was obtaining services. outside as
well as witbin die area of portability.

56. Sixth. once long-term number portability is implemented. we require that
customers not experience any degradation of service quality or network reliability when
they pon their numbers to other carriers. We reiterate that the 1996 Act requires that
consumers be able to retain their numbers "without impairment of quality, reliability, or
convenience when switching from one telecommunications carrier to another. "163 We
interpret this mandate to mean. at a minimum, that when a customer switches carriers.
[hat customer must not experience a greater dialing delay or call set up time. poorer
transmission quality, or a loss of services (such as CLASS features) due to number
portability compared (0 when the customer was with the original carrier. 164

01 AT&T May 22. 1996 Ex Pane Filing at 10.

•62 See Expanded lntereonnectlon with Local Telephone Company Facilities, Report and Order and Nonce
of Proposed Rulcmaking, 7 FCC Red 7369. 7380 & n.38 (1992); InteUigCDt NetWorks, Nonce of Proposed
Rulemaking, 8 FCC Red 6813. 6814 (1993); NetWork Reliability: A Repon to the Nation, Compendium of
Technical Papers, presemed by the Fcdenl ComnpmicarioDl Commisaicm's NetWork Reliability COUDCil (June
1993) (NRC Repon); Policy apd Rules Concerning RMS for pnmippr Cmicn, Second Repon apd Order. 5
FCC Red 6786.6829-32 (1990): Reform for Local Elm". Carriers Subieq to Rare of Return RM1I'''. 58
Fed. Reg. 36.145 (1993) (to be codified aI 47 C.F.R. prs. 61. 65. 69); Provision of Access for 800 Servic:e,
Memorandum Opinion apd Order on Reconsideration and Secood Supplemental Notice of Proposed Rulcmaking,
6 FCC Red 5421. 5425-26 (1991)

163 47 U.S.C. § 153(30).

164 See AT&T April 24, 1996 Ex Parte Letter at 7 (arguing that method that imposes incremental post-dial
delay on calls to porteil numbers and not on caJls [0 non-porteil numbers violates 47 U.s.c. § 153(30)); MCI
April 23. 1996 Ex Parte Letter at 3 (same).
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57. Sevendl. we requiIe that 00' canier have a proprietary iDrerest in any LODlr
term medlod. A telecotblNmicalions carrier may DOt own rigbts to. or have a pmprieblly
interest in. number portability tecbootogy. We believe tbal the requirement in the 1996
Act that the costs of number ponability be bome on a competitively neutral basis
precludes carrier ownership of the long-term method. and t.l:Jeir collection of licensing or
other fees for use of the merbod. 165 In addition, it would be competitively unfair if a
LEe providing ponability were to benefit directly, tb.roug.b licensing fees or a proprietary
interest. from its competitors' use of portability. We norc that ODC of the first criteria
required by the illinois task force in selecting a number portability method was that it be
non-proprietary. 166

58. Eigbth. we require that any long-rerm method be able to accommodate
service and location portability in the future. Although we do not at this time mandate
provision of service or location portability, we recognize that service and location
portability have certain benefits. aDd we may take steps to implement them in the future
if demand for tbese services develops.161 As our society becomes i.ncreasingiy mobile.
the iltqJortaDCe tbat COIIIUIDC:rS aaribute- to die geograpDic identity of tbeirretepoone
numbers may change. l68 It is. therefore. in the pUblic inrerest to take steps now to ensure
that we do not foreclose realization of furore economies of scope.

59. Finally, we require that any long-term method noc have a significant
adverse impact on carriers operating, and end users obtaining services. outside the area of
number portability. We believe it is fundamentally unfair to impose any new or differem
obligations on carriers 'and customers that do not benefit from service provider
portability. Indeed. we are adopting a phased approach to implementation so that number
portability is available only in the most populous local markets where competition already
has begun to develop or is likely to develop in the near term. 169

60. We do not believe it is necessary to require that a long-term method utilize
~xisting network infrasttucz:ure and functionalities co the extent possible. as some

l6$ We DOte tbIl AT&T aDd ill former tedmology diviJioD. LuccDl Tedmologies. have forsworn any
propriewy ime:resr in LRN.< ~ AT&T Ex Pane Letter al2. from Gerard Salc:mmc. to Regina KeeDey, FCC.
CC Docbt No. 9S-116. filed Mm:h 12. 1996 (AT&T Mudl 12. 1996 Ex PIne Letter).

\66 llliaoia'Commen;:e Commisajon Ex Pane Presaution at 11. CC Dockel No. 95-116. filed June 19.
1996 (ICC June 19. 1996 Ex Pane Filing).

167 See infra " 182-183. 187.

161 See infra , 187.

169 See infra , 82.
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commenting parries have suggested.170 Minimizing the costs of implementing along-term
method sbould be in the best interests of all the parties involved in sucb implementation.
This conclusion is also consistent with our tenrative conclusion that the carrier-specific
costs that are not directly related to number ponability must be borne by the individuai
carriers. [71 Thus. existing local service providers have an incemive to minimize the
extent of the necessary modifications and upgrades. as well as the costs of implementing
number portability-specific software. Moreover. while new entrants may not need to
modify existing Detwom. they must deploy and build networks with at least the same
capabilities as those of the incumbems if they are to provide number ponability.

61. We aiso decline to require carriers tbat receive ported numbers also to
provide portability because we believe the 1996 Act renders such a requirement
unnecessary. Specifically. section 251(b)(2) imposes a duty to provide number ponability
on all LECs -- incumbents as well as new entrants. i72 In light of the fact that the 1996
Act applies this duty across all LECs. establishing a reciprocity performance criterion
would be needlessly redundant.

62. Call processing scenariQs. We decline. to specify the carrier that must
perfonn the darabase query in a database method. because we recognize that individual
carriers may wish tQ detennine among themselves how to process calls under alternative
scenarios. 173 We therefore leave to local exchange carriers the flexibility to choose and
negotiate the scenario that best suits their networks and business plans. as long as they act
consistently with the requirements established by this Order. While our criterion
requiring carriers to be able to route caJls and provide service independently from other
carriers' networks may preclude unilateral use of the TAP scenario by a particular
carrier. there may be instances where carriers agree to use the TAP scenario, or where
the renninating provider is the only carrier capable of perfonning the darabase query, In
those instances. our performance criterion would not preclude use of the TAP scenario.

63. Baring and billing. Finally, we decline to regulate the rating and billing of
local wireiine calls to end users in collJleCtion with a IQng-term number ponability
method. TraditiQnaily, the billing and rating of loea! wireline calls -- including the
establishment of mileage standards. procedures for calling cards. and billing fonnat -­
have been left to the purview of the states and the carriers themselves. While several

170 See supra DOle 122.

I'll See infra 1 226.

172 47 U.S,C. § 251(b)(2).

i7) For explanations of the call processing scenarios. see supra 1 42.
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paties bave railed ratiDg. aID bilIiDg q1lestiOD& with regard to ou:mber portability, we
believe tbat. sudL issues are more properly ·addIessai by the states. 174

D. M=+tte of Number Portability

1. BarkgroUDd

64. In die Noti~ we sought COIIlIDeDt on the emmated time to design. build.
and deploy a long-term service provider number portability system. 175 We also requested
that parnes address wbat netWOrlc and other modifications would be necessary to effect
the tr'aDSition to ponability.176 The 1996 Act mandares tbat all LECs "provide. to the
extem technically feasible. number portability in accordance with requirements prescribed
by the Commission. "177

2. Position of the Parties

65. MepdW ImpJemengtion By A Pitt Certain. The competitive local
exchange providers generally contend that the Commission should mandate the
availability of number ponability by a date cenain. l78 The incumbent LECs. however.
caution the Commission not to act with undue haste by mandating the implementation of
number portability by a date certain. 179 Indeed, BellSouth claims that the 1996 Act's
omission of a deadline for implementation indicateS Congress's intent not to require a
date certain at this time. lBO It adds that the indusuy must fust give careful anention to
developing an implementation checklist that will ensure that the necessary tasks for the

74 This does not limit the Commission's ability to take action with regard to rate centers. however. as rate
center issues may affect the efficient admmisualion of numbenng resources. RaIe centers are det1ned by the
local exc:baDge carrier aod approved b,. die state utiIiIy C01IIDUSSion. BilliDg benlieca: rare ccorers IS calcWared
baed on lhe distmce baweal die cam:rpouD in die rile CCIJIaI. Bec,,,.. ea camer must nave a UDique
NXX in each rare c:e:au:r in a calling area. a camer's ability to establish rare cemers potemially couid conuibure
ro number exbausl.

175 Notice, 10 FCC Red at 12371.

176 Id.

In 47 U.S.C. § 2S1(b)(2).

'71 See, e.g_, CompTel Comments at 8-9: Jones Intereable Reply COtDJDelllS at 5, 7: Telepon Comments
at 12.

179 See, e.g., BellSouth Reply Comments at 5: NYNEX Comments at 10: SBC Communications
Comments at 10: GTE Funher Comments at 2, 7-10. See also Cincinnati Bell Comments at 6.

I~ BellSouth Further Reply Comments at 4-5.
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implemematioreare property identified audperfonned: lit Instead of establishing a
mandatory implementation-~ some'LEes coDreDLt tbat the .Commission should direct
an industry body, such as the INC. to determine the most appropriate scbedule for
deploymem of a long-term solution. 182 Other CO!lJIl1enters argue tbal the implementation
schedule should be determined by state regulatory bodies. l83 Pacific Bell warns that a
Commission-mandated'solution at this time would be· premature and cites a late proposal
introduced by ITN as an illustration that the optimal solution may not yet have been
imroduced. l84

66. The wireless industry offers various implementation plans. For instance.
PageNet urges the Commission to establish federal guidelines for IDlDlber portability, and
at a specified time in me future. to evaluate the industry's standards using the guidelines
through a notice and comment proceeding. lIS However, Omnipoim believes the
Commission should act more aggressively in mandating service provider portability by a
date certain. 186

67. Time- Fsimates for De.plQymem~ Parties differ on their estimates for
deployment. AT&T assertS mat vinually all of the equipment vendor.; participating in the·
Illinois number portability task force indicate that they can provide most upgrades
necessary to implement LRN by the second quaner of 1997. 181 As noted above. Illinois ..
Georgia. and Colorado plan to deploy LRN in mid-1997. 188 New Yorle also expects to

deploy LRN in mid-l997. though deployment in certain AT&T switches is expected to

81 BellSouth Comments at 54-55.

82 See. e.g., id. at 47: ~YNEX Comments at 10-11.

83 See e.g., Ameriteeb Reply COlDlJleDtS at 8: USTA Comments at 6.

:8' Pacific Bell Reply Comments at 8. In its CO'IIID!C!IlU., ITN proposed a tbn:c-stage number portability
method which utilizes AIN mggenng to query one or more databases which contain customer "profile"
mformation. such as Preferred IXC Carner identification codes and customer netWork addresses. ITN
Comments at 4-14. ITN's method was proposed for the tint time in mid-1995 after a number of other methods
had been proposed. and bas garnered little tndustry support, according to the record.

l~ PageNet COIIIIDeDlS al 5-7.

~16 Omnipoint Reply Comments at 9-10.

117 See, e.g., AT&T Reply Comments at 24; AT&T Further Commenrs at 6; Sprint Further Comments at

118 CO PUC LNP Order at 2; Ameritech February 21. 1996 Ex Parte Filing at 12. 54; GA PSC Ponability
Order at 5-7; AT&T Further Comments at 4 n.5. 7; GA PSC Portability Order at 5-7; NARUC April 17. 1996
Ex Pane Filing at 32; Time Warner Holdings February 12. 1996 Ex Parte Filing at 5.
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begin earlier. l19 Michigan has ordered that implementation of long-term number
portability in Micbigan.start at die samt time tbat impJemellration begins in IlliDois. I90
BellSouth. however. esrimates that three to five years are required to deploy a number
portability system that addresses all the necessary issues. 191

68. Parties also differ OD the iUlapteutiOD of "technically feasible" as that
term is used in section 2S1(b)(2) of the 1996 Act. GTE argues that the term should not
be equated with "technically possible" because cost and timing considerations cannot be
separated from the concept of technical feasibility.l92 GTE also maintains that no long­
term solution proposed is currendy technically feasible, since tbey all require further
information on costs, operation. and reliability. 19'3 Bell Atlantic conreud$ that deploying a
system that is technically feasible, but iDefficient. may DOt be consistent with Congress's
goal of a "rapid. efficient" telecommunications system. 1M Bell Atlantic and BellSoum
also claim that LRN is merely a call handling protocol. as opposed to a technical solution
for number ponability. 19S

69. In conttast. Time Wamer Holdings aDd Cox argue tbat "feasible" must be
given common dictionary meaning - "capable of being done. executed or effected" - and
does not mean "commercially available." I96 Time Warner Holdings points out that equal
access and 800 number ponability proved to be technically feasible even when they were
not commercially available. 1m Time Warner Holdings claims. moreover. that LECs
control commercial availability because vendors will not develop and manufacture

;89 NY DPS Ponability Trial Repon at 4, 6. 7. Attachment at 2.

90 \III PSC Interconnection Order at 43.

91 BeHSouth Comments at 54.

92 GTE Furtt1cr Comments at 4-5: see aiIo CiDcumaIi Bell Furtba'Reply Commcnts at 4.

93 GTE FurdIer' Reply COIIIIIM!IJI1. 1-5. See 21m PEific Bell Funber Reply Comments at 2-4; SBC
COIDIDumcalioas Furtber Repiy Corrunenn at 4.

11M Bell Atlamic Funber Reply COJllJllal" .4 (quoting 47 U.S.C. § 151).

195 rd. at 3; BellSoudP Funber Reply COJllJllal" at 3-6. But see ALTS Furtt1cr Reply Comments. 7-8
(criticizing characu::rizalion of LRN as DIII:I'e addressing sdlemc or sepanliOD of number portability iDIo
triggering and rouIiDg fuDctioos as ane:mpcs to iDcraIe lID""C"urily iDvolvCIIICDl of ioClJmbm~ LECs' nenvorks
in LRN imptemematioD).

196 Time WarDer Holdings Funber COJllJllal" at 4-5 (quoting AmericaD Textile Manufacturers IDaimte v.
Donovan. 452 U.S. 490, 509 (1981); Cox Funber Repiy COlDIDCDts at 2 (same).

197 Time Warner Holdings Funber CoJllJllalP at 5. But see Bell Atlamic Further Reply Comments at 2 &
nA (assening that (1) AT&T agreed to make equal access available as pan of i" consent decree arrangement
and (2) 800 number ponability was commercially in use before the Commission ordered its deployment).
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portability 'IJ1lt'lbodB UDtilI LECs demand tbcm~I.' Similarly, Sprint argues that technically
feasible does not malDithat every operational and reguJatory issue must be resolved
before any decision: OD: national DDIIlDer portability can be made. l99 Sprint" further claims
that Congress's use of the phrase "teetJniaJ.ly feasible" precludes any consideration of
economic feasibility. 200 AT&T aDd MCI argue that LRN is technically feasible. although
they do not explicitly address the precise- meaning of the statutory language. ~l

70. ph," Implemmgtion. Most panies addressing the implememation of
number portability caution against a t1asb-cut approach (Le., deployment nationwide
simultaneously).20'1 USTA argues that because section 251(b)(2) only requires provision
of number portability, not deployment of the necessary software and netWork upgrades.
LECs need only deploy portability upon a bona fide request.203 Most parties. however,
recommend that service provider portability be deployed on a per-market basis within a
period of time specified by the Commission. 204 For example, Competitive Carriers
proposes that service provider ponability be implemented in the 100 largest MSAs within
24 months of this Order. 2°S Similarly, Sprint proposes that the Commission adopt a
phased approach requiring local service providers to deploy a long-term solution upon
receipt of a bona fide· request from' a certified carrier: (1) in' the top 100 MSAs by the
end of follIth quarter 1997; (2) in the next 135 MSAs. within 3-4 years after this Order is
Issued: and (3) within any remaining areas. beginning in the fifth year after this Order is
issued.106 Omnipoint maintains that service proVider portability should be made available
in the top 100 MSAs between October of 1997 and October of 1998,2(17 while GO
Communications proposes implementation of service provider portability in the major

:911 Time Warner Holdings Funher Comments at 5.

9'1 Spnnt Funber Reply Comments at 3-4,

:00 Id. at 5-6: see also ALTS Funber Reply Commenls at 2,3

:01 AT&T Funber Reply COIl1JDeDts at 3; MCl Funber Reply Comments at 2-3 .

:[12 See, e.g., US West Com.ments at 22: Il1inois Commerce Conmussion Comments at 9: GTE Funber
Comments at 8.

:03 USTA Funber Reply COIl1JDeDts at 7 & n.4.

~IM See. e.g., Citizens Utilities Comments at 8, 17: Nextel Comments at 5,

:05 Competitive Carriers Comments at 15. See also Jones lntercable Reply Comments at 7-8.

~06 Sprint Comments at 11-12; Sprint Reply Comments at 5; Sprint Funber Comments at 5. 6. See also
Telepon Comments at 12.

~07 Omnipoint Reply Comments at 9.
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mettopolitaa an:as by earty 1991.2lJI MFS supports a final. eut-over in the 100 largest
MSAs by Ocrobcr 1997, with an initial eut-over in· die top- 35 MSAs on March 31,
1m .209 It adds that, in. order to deploy this capability as competilion develops in
specific markets. IDIIDber portability should be imple:merlred by LEes within 18 months
of activation of an NXX code in the Local Exchange Routing Guide (LERG) and
assignment to a Co:mpetilOr. 210 AT&T has indieatrd that LRN· deployment could begin in
the third quaner of 1997 in one MSA in each of the seven BOC regions, followed by
deployment in at least three additional MSAs per region during both fourth quarter 1m
and fIrst quarter 1998. Z11 Once this initial phase is complered, AT&T suggests that the
Commission could require LRN to be deployed in at least four additional MSAs during
both second and third quarters 1998. or 105 MSAs total. lU AT&T's proposed plan
would result in deployment of LRN software in a total of 7 MSAs in third quarter 1m,
21 additional MSAs in fourth quarter 1m, 21 additional MSAs in fIrSt quarter 1998, 28
additional MSAs in second quarter 1998, and 28 additional MSAs in third quarter
1998. 213 AT&T further assens that its proposed schedule would require major switch
manufacturers to update switch software at a rate of 53 switebes per week, and that one
major switch IDaIIDfacturer hal claimed that it alCJlle can update 50 switches per week. ':14

MCI urges tbat IDJDIber portability be deployed in the top 100 MSAs. by population, over
a 10 month period beginDing no later than June 30. 1997..m After implementation is
complete in the initial 100 MSAs. Mel recommends that the remaining MSAs be
convened based on written requests from carriers fIled with the Commission. which may
order implementation in a panicular MSA to be completed within six months of the
request. 216 MCI and Time Warner Holdings also suppon the notion of requiring number

01 GO CommumC3l1ons Reply Comments a[ 6-7.

:()9 MFS Comments at 8-9

10 MFS Funber Reply Comments al 4 .

.:11 AT&T April 24. 1996 Ex Pane Letter al 2.

.:12 Id.

el3 Id.

;14 AT&T May 30. 1996 Ex Pane Filing al 3.

m MCI June 19. 1996 Ex Pane Letter al 1. MCI recommends a schedule requiring implemenwion in
panicular MSAs each month. See id. al 1.

:16 Id. a[ 1.
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portability iiilttlemeiilarion witbiD-six mombs:of a request of a telecommunications
carrier. :17 Finally, Amerirech argues it is premamre [0 set a deployment scheduJe for
LRN because there are several operational issues yet to be resolved. 218 It further argues
that schedules proposed by various carriers are too aggressive and exceed the resources
of the industry. :19

71. Switch vendors assert that LRN software will be generally available for
service providers to deploy in 1997. Lueeu: TecbDologies plans general availability of
LRN software for Much 21. 1997. for its lA ESS switch; March 31, 1997. for its 5ESS­
2000 switch; aDd May 1. 1m. for its 4ESS swi1ch.]JO Lucent asserts that. after the new
software becomes generally available. itwill be able to support up to 50 software release
updates per week for the 5ESS and lA ESS swilcbes for North America (each release
update upgrades me software for one switch). III Nonel stares that its LRN software will
be available in the second quaner of 1m for its OMS-l00. OMS-200. and OMS-500
switches. and will be available in the third quarter of 1997 for its OMS-to and TOPS
switches.;::l2 Siemens Stromberg-Carlson assertS tba1 its LRN software will be available
for testing. on irs EWSD sw:itdr in its Rdeale-l4.E· geuaic inOcmber 1996. and will be­
generaHy available in me fIrst quarter of 1997. m Siemens funber claims that upgrades- to
EWSD switches deployed wichin the cop 100 MSAs can be completed within five months
of the date of general availability. 224 Ericsson asserts that its LRN software for Ericsson
SCPS;lS will be generally available in the second quaner of 1997. and that its LRN
software for Ericsson SSPSll6 will be generally available in the third quaner of 1997. m

217 See id. (arguing for reqUiring provision of number ponability in areas outside of 100 largest MSAs
Within SIX months of a requeso: Time Warner Holdings Comments at 14-16 (arguing for requlfement that
number portability be proVided Within SIX months after request of another tetecommumcauons carnen; Time
Warner Holdings Ex Parte Presentation at 3. CC Docket No. 95-l16. filed February 26. [996 <Time Warner
Holdings Feb. ::6. 1996 Ex Parte Filing).

:11 Amentedl Funber Reply COJDJDellts at 34.

::9 ld. at 4-5.

::1> Lucent May 20. [996 Ex Pane Letter at [.

::1 Id. at 2.

:.22 Nonel May 29. 1996 Ex Pane Letter at 1-2.

::~3 Siemens May 20. 1996 Ex Pane Letter at 1.

2:!4 llL. at 2.

~:!5 For a defmition of SCP, see infra note 288.

:2& A service switching point (SSP) is a stored-program controlled switching system that has the functional
capability to differentiate intelligent network calls and interact with SCPs .
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Ericsson expecm. tbat 6-7 switch upgndes can be accomplished each- wecic. with- each
upgrade rakiDl_.3-4 days..m

72. The Illinois COIIIIIJeI'Ce Commission argues tbac a phased approach -
implementing number portability in those areas where local competition is developing -­
may be more cost-effective and more feasible technically than a nationwide unifonn
deadline.~9 Similarly. US West canteDds that a nationwide uniform deadline for service
provider ponability is neither practical nor necessary due to differing levels of
competition. 230 Sprim asserts tbat a phased implementation will accommodate the
concerns of tbtsmall LEes. arguing that a p.based approach best balances the need for
rapid deploymeDt with the capital constraints facing individual carriers.231 Nextel assens­
that a phased approach is more efficient because it results in the imroduction of number
ponability where the- demand for service provider portability is grearest.232 Bell Atlantic
and US West contend tbat state agencies should detennine when and where service
provider portability should be introduced within their respective jurisdictions. _
Alternatively, US West suggesrs tbat the Commission coukl use the same approach to
impjeme'Ring service- provider ponability that it~ in imptcmeming equal access for
indepeudem LECs.m

73. Rural and Small LEC Exemption. In comments fIled prior to passage of
the 1996 Act. GVNW. IDS Telecom. NECA. and OPASTCO argue that. if the
Commission mandates the implementation of number portability, it should exempt small
and rural LECs from such a mandate.;34 GNVW. NECA. and NTCA claim that the
demand for service provider ponability is significantly less in areas served by rural and

::7 Ericsson May 21. 1996 Ex Pane Letter at I_

:29 [llinois COIlllDel"Ce COlDDllSSion Comments al 9.

:JO US West Commen's at 22-23.

:31 Sprint Comments at 12.

::J2 Neuel COTIUIV!DIS at 5. See also Pacific Bell Comments at 2S.

:3J Bell Atlantic Comments at 11; US West Comments at 23_

::J4 See GVNW Comments at 7; OPASTCO Comments at 10; NECA Comments at 2; TDS Telecom
Comments at 2-3, 5, 9 (arguing thar the Commission must be able to point to nationwide pUblic benefits
stemming from number ponability before rural, residential, and smail business customers are burdened with the
costs of ponability).
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small LECs because local exc.bange competition is not likely to develop there soon. if at
allYs

3. Discussion

74. Section 251(b) requires that all local exchange carriers. as defIned by
section 153(26), "provide. [0 the extem technically feasible. number ponability in
accordance with requiIemems prescribed by the Commission. "236 We believe that
requiring implememalion of long-term number portability by a dare certain is consistent
with me 1996 Act's requirement that LECs provide number portability as soon as they
can do so aDd will advauce the 1996 Act's goal of ellCCJlU3ging competition in the local
exchange market. 2J7 The record indicates that at least one long-term method will be
available for deployment in mid-l997.

75. We decline the suggestion of some panies that we direct an industry body
to determine an appropriate implementation plan.. The INC has been analyzing the issues
surrounding number portability for over- two years. Delegating responsibility for number
ponability implementation to an industry group such as the INC would unnecessarily
delay implementation of number ponability. Similarly, we reject BellSouth's arguments
In favor of delaying implementation for three to five years. We believe such a delay is
inconsistent with the 1996 Act's requirement that LECs make number ponability
available when doing so is technically feasible, as well as with the pro-competitive goals
of the 1996 Act, and would not serve the public Interest.

76. Carriers filing comments in this proceeding have suggested various
deployment schedules, with most suggesting deployment within two years of a
Commission order or sooner.:38 According to current schedules in Illinois. Georgia.
Colorado, Maryland. and New York. AT&T's LRN method is scheduled for deployment
(most likely excluding necessary field testing) beginning in mid-1997. :39 Thus, the record
indicates that one method for providing number portability will be available In mid-I997.

~ See. C.2.. GVNW Comments at 2: NECA CODDDellts at 2: NTCA Comments at 1-2.

:36 47 U.S.C. §§ 153(26). 251(b)(2).

:37 47 U.S.C. § 251(b)(2).

:31 See, e.g., AT&T April 24, 1996 Ex Pane Letter at 2; Citizens Utilities Comments at 8, 17;
Competitive Carriers Comments at 15; GO Communications Reply Comments at 6-7; Jones Intercable Reply
Comments at 7-8; MCI June 19, 1996 Ex Pane Letter; MFS Comments at 8-9; Omnipoim Reply Comments at
9-10; Telepon Comments at 12.

:39 See supra 1 22.
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77. PtnSWIIIl to our staanory audlority UDJer the 1996 Act. we require local
exchange carriers operating in the 1()() largest MSAs to offer long-term service provider
portability COlDIIJeDCing on October 1. 1m. and concluding by December 31. 1998.
according to the deploymem schedule set fonh in Appendix F. lAO We require deploymem
in one MSA in each of the seven BOC regions by the end of founh quarter 1997. 16
additioDaJ MSAs by the end of first quarIa' 1998. 22 additional MSAs by the end of
second quarter 1998. 2S additioDai MSAs by me· end of third quarter 1998. and 30
additioDaJ MSAs by the end of fOU11b quarter 1998.241 As a practical mailer. this
obligation requires LEes to provide DtJJJJber ponability to other telecommunic:ations
carriers providing local excbaDge or exc:baop access service widIin the same MSA. This
schedule is CODSisO:Dt with switch vendor esrjmall'S that software for at least one long­
tenn number portability method will be generally available for deployment by carriers
around mid-I997. and with the schedule proposed by AT&T. 242 One major switch
manufacturer has claimed that it alone can suppon the deployment of number portability
software in SO switches per week. 243 We conclude that a schedule consistent with
AT&.T' s proposed scbedu1e. which would require all of the major switch manufacturers
collea.ively to update switch software- at a toad raJe of 53 switches per- week. appears
workable.

78. We note that. in establishing this schedule. we have relied upon
representations of switch vendors concerning the dates by which the necessary switching
software will be generaUy available.244 As a result. our deployment schedule depends
directly upon the accuracy of those estimates and the absence of any significant technical
problems in deployment. We delegate authority to the Chief. Common Carrier Bureau.
to monitor the progress of local exchange camers implememing number portability. and
to direct such carriers to take any actions necessary to ensure compliance with this
deployment schedule. We expect that the industry will work together to resolve any
outstanding issues. technical or otherwise. which are involved with providing long-term
number ponability in accordance with our requirements and deployment schedule. We
note that while we piescribe the time cmmtta.ims witbin which LEes must implement
number portability, we strongiy encourage camers to proVide such ponability before the
Commission-imposed deadlines.

79. In addition. we direct the camers that are members of the Illinois Locai
Number Portability Workshop to coDduct a field test of LRN or auotber technically

:40 sec infra app. 0 for list of 100 largest MSAs.

:41 See infra app. F.

:42 See supra 1 71: AT&T April 24, 1996 Ex Pane Leuer al 2.

:43 See AT&T May 30. 1996 Ex Pane Letter al 3; Lucent May 20. 1996 Ex Pane Letter at 2.

:44 See supra 1 71.
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feasible-long-term number portability method tbat comporrs with our performance criteria
concluding na laIer tban' Augusr 31. 1997.us We select the Chicago area for the field test
because the- record indicates tbat the Illinois worksbop was respousible for drafting
requirements for switcbing software currently being developed by switch manufactlU'ers.
Because of the significam work wbicb bas been done on bebalf of the Illinois workshop.
we believe- the- Chicago arm is the· best site within which to conduct a field test. The
field test should encompass both netWork capability and billing and ordering systems. as
well as ma.inreDaDce arrangemems. We delegate authority to the Chief. Common Carrier
Bureau. to monitor developmems during the field test. We funhcr direct that the carriers
panicipating in cbc test jointly tile with the Bureau a report of their findings within 30
days following completion of the test. While we do not routinely order field testing of
telecommunications technologies as part of mlemaking proceedings. we have a significant
interest in ensuring the integrity of the public switched network: as number ponability is
deployed nationwide. We believe a field test will help to identify technical problems in
advance of widespread deployment. thereby safeguarding the network:.

80. After December31. 1998. each LEe must make long-term number
portability available in smaller MSAs within six months after a specific request by
another telecommunications carrier in the areas in which the requesting carrier is
operating or plans to operate. Telecommunications carriers may file requests for number
ponability beginning January 1. 1999. Such requests should specifically request long­
term number portability. identify the discrete geographic area covered by the request. and
provide a tentative date six or more months in the furore when the carrier expects to need
number ponability in order to pon prospective customers.

81. We believe that this deployment schedule is consistent with the
requirements of sections 25l(b)(2) and (d). which give the Commission responsibility for
establishing regulations regarding the provision of number portability to the extent
technically feasible. l46 As the record indicates. long-term number ponability requires the
use of one or more databases. 247 Such databases have yet to be deployed. As mdicated
above. the methods for providing long-term number portability that would sausfy our
criteria require the development of new switching software that is not currently available.
but is under development. The record indicates. however. that at least one method of
long-term number portability will be technically feasible by mid-1997. Requiring number

2., We note thai tile foUowiDg earners are c:unem1y memben of the WiDDis Local Number Ponability
Workshop: Ameriteeb-llliDois. GTE North, GTE South, CemraI Telephone Company of lllinois, AT&T
Communications, Mel Telecommunications, SpriDl Communications, MCI Metro Transmission Services, MFS
Intelenet of Illinois, Teleport Communications Group, and Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems. See Ameriteeh
et al. May 8, 1996 Joint Ex Pane Lener at 1 n.2. This directIve would also apply to any carrier that joins the
workshop after release of this Order.

~46 47 U.S.C. § 251(b)(2), (d).

,47 See infra 1 91.
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